Representative contemporary publications bear witness to a widespread consensus among theologians that factual information about Jesus' life is an essential ingredient in the construction of a Christology.
an important step in the direction of a solution; and while Bultmann's agnosticism has never been universally accepted among exegetes, it has been and is highly influential, especially as far as the Last Supper tradition is concerned. 18 If this aspect of the relationship of Jesus' life and his death cannot be clarified, a serious obstacle impedes efforts to find Jesus' public life and death mutually illuminating.
Older conceptions of Jesus' approach to death, 19 often based on an uncritical reading of the Gospels and on dubious views of the extent of Jesus' human knowledge, hardly represent a viable option for contemporary theology. The issue thus forms a serious problem on the boundary of exegesis and systematic theology. In an effort to contribute to its clarification, we shall first examine the writings of Heinz Schürmann, Rudolf Pesch, and Anton Vogtle, three exegetes who have carefully investigated the problem of how Jesus approached death. 20 Then we shall consider the positions adopted by three systematic theologians, all of whom are concerned with the relationship of dogmatic Christology and the contemporary exegetical problematic: Walter Kasper, Edward Schillebeeckx, and Karl Rahner. After this admittedly fragmentary sampling of recent opinion, we will conclude with some reflections from the perspective of systematic Christology and soteriology. of Jesus concerning his death is disputed, Schürmann concentrates his attention on Jesus' conduct and on our overall historical picture of Jesus, in the hope that avoiding exclusive preoccupation with detection of ipsissima verba will facilitate expansion of our stock of reliable historical information. Although there has been some development in Schürmann's thought, the basic lines of his argument have remained constant; we can therefore consider his work as a whole, without sharp distinction between earlier and later expressions of his position.
Schürmann's first step is to observe that Jesus must have recognized the possibility of death as a real and present danger: the experience of weakness and possible failure was inherent in his preaching from the start; 22 the execution of John the Baptist was an ominous warning; his public activity was threatening both to Herod and to the Romans; and potentially lethal tensions marred his relationship to the religious leaders of his own people. Inquiry into Jesus' attitude toward death is thus at least possible, since death could not have taken him by surprise, and some effort on his part to come to terms with its approach is clearly antecedently probable.
23
Chief among the various categories available in Jesus' religious environment and potentially suitable for finding meaning in the approaching possibility of death and for expressing that meaning to others are the theme of the violent fate of the prophets and that of the sufferings of the righteous man. While public reference to his own rejection in terms of the prophets' fate is quite plausible as part of Jesus' prophetic preaching, the theme of the righteous sufferer would have been more suitable after the termination of that preaching, in the more familiar circle of his disciples. Either significance to Jesus' death, and argues that Jesus' unique relationship to God (abba) and his unique mission would have opened up prethematic possibilities of interpreting his death in a way far exceeding the range of any categories available in his environment, even if these categories are combined with one another and thus enriched.
24
Against the background formed by these possibilities, Schürmann considers Jesus' actual approach to death, with primary interest in whether or not Jesus attributed to his death salvific significance, more particularly value as vicarious atonement. Conceding that there are no assured statements of Jesus which establish beyond doubt that he attributed salvific value to his death, 25 but insisting that attribution of such significance would not have been incompatible with the content of Jesus' message of the kingdom of God, 26 Schürmann advocates a fourfold approach, in which considerations of (a) Jesus' unique mission as the eschatological representative of the kingdom, (6) Jesus' conduct, (c) Mk 14:25 ( "Amen, I say to you, I shall not drink again of the fruit of the vine until that day when I drink it new in the kingdom of God"), and (d) Jesus' actions at the Last Supper converge to clarify his approach to death and to reflect his attribution of salvific value to that death. 27 We shall consider in turn each of these facets of the argument. a) Jesus' unique role as eschatological savior is an important factor to weigh in relationship to his death. In Schürmann's judgment, however, Jesus' faithfulness to his unique mission is not in itself an adequate justification for interpreting his death as vicarious satisfaction. For the latter, active intercessory acceptance of the punishment or sin of "the many" would also be required. Nonetheless, though incomplete, this perspective is foundational for any further reflections, all of which must include consideration of Jesus' unique position. 6) An important indication of Jesus' response when confronted with the increasing likelihood of death is to be found in his actions toward the end of his Ufe. Jesus' mission of his disciples, 29 his deliberate entrance into Jerusalem, his provocative words and deeds concerning the Temple, his decision to conduct a final meal with his disciples, and his actions during that meal all seem influenced by recognition of the danger of death and bespeak anything but passive resignation in response to it. Various elements of Jesus' public preaching-his radical theocentrism, appeal for obedience to and trust in God, and insistence to his disciples on readiness for martyrdom-would inevitably have had a bearing on his approach to his own death. Arguing not only that Jesus' conduct would have been influenced by the principles he preached but more tellingly that known failure on his part to abide by these principles when confronted with his own death would have precluded the post-Easter tradition of preaching with such content, Schürmann holds that these elements of Jesus' message constitute an indispensable guide to his reaction to his approaching end.
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Analogous considerations can also be applied to the question of Jesus' interpretation of his death. Certain fundamental characteristics of Jesus' life-his will to serve and requirement of love, and especially his love for sinners and demand of love of enemy-favor the presumption that he would have seen his own death in a "proexistent," intercessory, and salvific way, no matter what categories he may have used in this connection. His basic "proexistent" stance would almost of itself have produced a corresponding acceptance of death as an act of vicarious love, even if unthematically, and in a way which surpassed all available categories. 31 c) To pursue matters further, we must turn to the Last Supper tradition, an initial dimension of which is to be found in Mk 14:25, widely recognized as an authentic logion of Jesus. Schürmann judges this part of an ancient tradition (cf. Lk 22:15-18), 32 which has been influenced by later liturgical developments but nonetheless reflects with historical accuracy a prophecy of death on Jesus' part. Here Jesus expresses his complete confidence, not only that the kingdom will come despite his death, but also that he himself will share in the eschatological banquet. 33 Even apart from 29 Though aware of challenges to the historicity of such a mission, Schurmann considers it to enjoy a reasonable probability ("Wie hat Jesus" 38 n. 79).
n Ibid. specific words interpreting his death, this passage provides evidence that at a minimum Jesus faced death without abandonment or compromise of his basic mission of proclaiming the salvine proximity of the kingdom of God.
In his most recent writing, Schürmann seeks to advance this argument one step further. In his judgment, the expectation of resurrection/exaltation present in Mk 14:25, when combined with Jesus' proexistent approach to death, implies a conception of his death itself as salvific. "When the representative of the basileia, the eschatological savior, dies in a proexistent manner in the course of rendering present the basileia and in expectation of resurrection and thus of God's ratification, then this death is also to be considered constitutive of the salvation wrought by God." immediately after Easter. Recovery of exact categories in which Jesus interpreted his death may thus be beyond our ability, but that is a secondary concern, in comparison with knowledge of his unthematic expression of its salvific character.
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Schürmann's thorough analyses have much to recommend them: his attention to questions of method, caution in appeal to disputed passages, alertness to dogmatic implications, and awareness of the limitations inherent in critical historical investigation. Especially with regard to Jesus' personal approach to death, his studies rightly call into question the positions developed under the influence of Bultmann. 44 As can readily be appreciated, this is a decisive issue for systematic soteriology, 45 and Schürmann has made an important contribution to its resolution.
Nevertheless, it can hardly be claimed that Schürmann has settled all questions concerning Jesus' approach to death. First, the problematic surrounding Jesus' words at the Last Supper invites further scrutiny. mann's work, though Thüsing's statement is quoted favorably. 49 As valuable as Schürmann's treatment is, it remains incomplete.
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RudolfPesch Rudolf Pesch's consideration of Jesus' approach to death is explicitly set in the context of a comprehensive Christological proposal diametrically opposed to the program identified with Bultmann's work. In a series of publications, Pesch has defended the thesis that the historical Jesus alone, i.e., without the need for discovery of an empty grave or for "appearances" after his death, provided a sufficient basis for his disciples' faith in him as the Messiah-including, eventually, faith in his resurrection. 51 This conception, soon to be presented in more detail in collaboration with the systematic theologian Hans Verweyen, raises many issues which cannot be pursued here. One immediate effect, however, is obvious: it heightens enormously the theological significance of research concerning the historical Jesus. Concentrating particularly on the Gospel of Mark, Pesch has therefore studied the disciples' assessment of Jesus during his lifetime, examined the extent and historical reliability of the early Christian Passion narrative, and scrutinized the traditions concerning the Last Supper. 52 It is his treatment of Jesus' attitude to his own death, significant from several theological perspectives, which we shall consider here.
The exegetical background of Pesch's studies is easily sketched. In contrast to many recent exegetes of Mark, he is convinced that the author of this Gospel is conservative in his redactional activity, relatively restrained in his modification of the traditions he inherited. 53 More particularly with regard to the Passion tradition, whose antiquity is recognized 49 
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Luke's text receives more detailed examination, since its relationship to Mark is more complex. Numerous exegetes have maintained that Lk 22:15-18 is independent of Mark and represents an older narrative of a paschal meal, to which an account of the institution of the Eucharist has been appended. 63 Pesch, however, argues on the basis of detailed comparisons that Lk 22:15-19a is simply a rearrangement and redaction of the Marcan material, a typical procedure in Luke (cf. the predictions of Judas' betrayal and Peter's denial, and the dispute about which disciple is the greatest); it is not evidence of an independent tradition. The longer text of Luke (22:15-20) is a combination of Marcan material with the tradition witnessed by Paul; Pesch doubts the authenticity of w. 19b-20, though this point is not essential to his argument. Thus Luke does not provide an independent source for inquiry into the history of Jesus: for that we are dependent on examination of Mark and 1 Cor.
64
Although the Pauline paradosis (1 Cor 11:23-26) is quite old, it is formulated as a cult aetiology, as instruction for the celebration of the Christian community, rather than as a narrative of the events which occurred at the Last Supper. Particularly by means of contrast with Mark, Pesch finds support for this judgment in numerous details of the Pauline text, chief among which are the addressing of the celebrating community ( "for you" ) and the absence of Jesus' vow of abstinence or An initial question is the source of Jesus' moral certitude of death's approach-a presupposition, according to Vögtle, of any interpretation of death on his part. Such certitude cannot be satisfactorily explained as a consequence of Jesus' self-understanding along the lines of the Deuteronomic tradition of the persecution and execution of prophets, the more specific notion of the fate of the messianic prophet, the theologoumenon of the righteous sufferer, or the theme of the suffering servant, for these conceptions either fail to provide certitude of death or cannot be proven to have been part of Jesus' self-consciousness. Beyond this, the last of these models, with its stress on the need for vicarious atonement, would have contrasted sharply with Jesus' public preaching of God's unconditional offer of forgiveness to repentant Israel and is therefore conceivable only after that preaching reached its conclusion. 75 A more satisfactory explanation than derivation from any of these conceptions is the view that Jesus' certitude of death resulted from gradual awareness of the implications of the mounting opposition which he faced. Still, wondering whether popular opposition to Jesus ever became so widespread as to constitute total rejection and justify the conclusion that death was inescapable, Vögtle draws attention to Jesus' openness for sudden arrival of the kingdom of God and argues that it is impossible to establish certitude of death on Jesus' part prior to his journey to Jerusalem. The moral certitude of death which constitutes a necessary precondition for interpretation of that death can be presumed for Holy Thursday, but not for any earlier period.
76
Unlike Bultmann, Vögtle is quite confident of our ability to recover Jesus' conduct when confronted with death. "There exists no reasonable doubt that Jesus consciously accepted his condemnation, and also that his followers could know of that fact"; 77 "the tradition justifies no doubt that Jesus accepted this (death) as a divinely-willed event." 88 Yet he also observes that "if the interpretation of Jesus' death as an expiatory surrender to God for men could not be supported at all by reference to the life and death of Jesus himself, the core of the Christian faith would come dangerously close to mythology and false ideology." 89 To avoid this, he seems to consider it necessary to establish that Jesus explicitly attributed soteriological value to his death.
In an effort to support the conclusion that Jesus did in fact do this, Kasper offers a twofold consideration. He first defends the authenticity of Mk 14:25, on the grounds that it did not become part of the later liturgy. To Kasper, this logion indicates that Jesus, at the Last Supper, gave his disciples a share in the eschatological blessings, and therefore also implies an eschatological interpretation of Jesus' death: "At the last meal Jesus is looking forward, not just to his approaching death but also to the Kingdom of God which will come along with it. His death is connected with the coming of the basileia"™ In a second step, Kasper maintains that efforts to show that Jesus attributed soteriological significance to his death can succeed only if a convergence between individual sayings and Jesus' general intention can be demonstrated. He then argues in two ways that this is in fact the case. First, since the kingdom of God is identical with salvation, Jesus' eschatological interpretation of his death implies a soteriological interpretation. Just as we may speak of a Christology implicit in Jesus' preaching, so too may we speak of his latent soteriology. Secondly, we may proceed from the fact that Jesus personally embodied the kingdom of God in the form of service. In keeping with this self-understanding, he must have envisioned his sacrifice of his life as a service to others. Even if he did not directly claim the title "servant of God" in the sense of Isa 53, his whole life reveals that he saw himself in this light, and much evidence suggests that he maintained this self-understanding by assessing "his death as a representative and saving service to many." 103 His offering of the final cup of fellowship to his disciples is a sign that he is not simply allowing death to overtake him but has actively integrated it into his mission, and does not see it merely as something which will not prevent the coming of God's kingdom. It is a veiled sign to his disciples "that he understands and is undergoing his death as a final On this basis, Schillebeeckx argues that our lack of a certain logion in which Jesus ascribes salvine significance to his death is ultimately unimportant, since Jesus' whole life is the interpretation of his death. , 1980) Thus Rahner judges historical knowledge of Jesus' free acceptance of death "as the inevitable consequence of fidelity to his mission and as imposed on him by God" 127 to be an adequate reference point for Christian theological interpretation of Jesus' death. The final phrase, "and as imposed on him by God," was omitted in an earlier publication of the fourth thesis 128 and should be read as epexegetical: whatever is the consequence of Jesus' faithfulness to his mission was imposed upon him by God and was accepted by Jesus as such. While Rahner's historical basis is more than Bultmann was prepared to recognize, it is less than that defended by Schürmann and Pesch and considerably less than the amount of historical knowledge traditionally presupposed in Catholic systematic theology. 129 Rahner's ability to content himself with this minimum-which he clearly recognizes as such-is conditioned by various elements of his theology, especially by his theology of death.
,,M) For Rahner, death includes both active and passive dimensions; it is at once delivery into the all-disposing power of God and definitive exercise of human freedom.
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"By freely accepting the fate of death Jesus surrenders himself precisely to the unforeseen and incalculable possibilities of his existence." n2 This self-surrender to God-the death of the absolute savior-is the culmination of the definitive mediation of God's universal salvific will, which, to be definitive, must be freely accepted in historical tangibility, in deed and not merely in word. It is not fortuitous that this takes place in a human 741 of personal responsibility for some motives which are consciously known only as peripheral concerns or in a very global way, and the possibility that a deliberately chosen and stated motive may be no motive at all, due to failure to influence the action. Like human knowledge, 1:w human willing is a multifaceted reality. Motivation is never fully retrievable by objecti fied knowledge, since exhaustive self-reflection is impossible. An intention present "only" globally or virtually may in fact lie deeper and be more influential than an "actual" intention.
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It is consistent with these elements of his theological anthropology that Rahner is more concerned with Jesus' lived approach to death than with any explicit declarations of intent which might be preserved in the New Testament. The soteriological significance of Jesus' death is inherent in his death itself, quite apart from any verbal attribution of meaning or purpose to it.
Although Rahner spends less time on direct exegesis than the other authors we have examined, he provides the most thorough theological penetration of the pertinent issues. Here, as elsewhere, his theology is constructed in such a way that it is immune from many variations in exegetical opinion. Examination of his proposed soteriology is beyond the scope of this essay, 140 but one serious problem should be mentioned. In early essays Rahner rightly argued, against some trends in Neo-Scholastic soteriology, that a theology of death was needed in order to interpret Christ's salvific work, since the way in which salvation is achieved has an effect on the end result.
141 Given this principle, it seems inconsistent for Rahner to abstract so thoroughly from the circumstances of Jesus' death: it would seem that his theology of Jesus' death as the death of the absolute savior would be equally valid had Jesus died nonviolently. And this in turn raises questions about the adequacy of Rahner's interpreta tion, though not necessarily about its accuracy as a partial illumination. impossible to assess that message in abstraction from Jesus' personal fate. The death of Jesus pertains to his message, not as part of its direct content but as personal acceptance of the consequences of his preaching. 143 For this reason (among others), a soteriology which refers exclusively to Jesus' public life without consideration of his death will inevitably prove deficient.
Similarly, in view of the manifold connections between Jesus' life and his death, theological efforts to express Jesus' salvific significance must assess his death against the background of his public ministry. It is necessary to overcome the separation of Jesus' death from his public actions, operative in such otherwise diverse positions as the view that the crucifixion should be interpreted not with reference to the pre-Easter Jesus but solely from the perspective of Easter, 144 and the comments Karl Adam once made in a popular work on Jesus: "His ultimate object in coming was not to heal the sick nor to work miracles nor to preach the kingdom of God. These were all only the externals of his Messianic activity. The true essence of his redeemership lay in the purchase of our life by his death."
145 Such conceptions, whatever form they assume, deny or obscure the close intrinsic relationship of Jesus' public life and death and are therefore to be rejected.
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The resulting need to interpret Jesus' death, which theology can neither ignore nor assess in isolation, against the background of his public life makes the issue of Jesus' approach to death one of utmost importance for Christology. Knowledge of how Jesus faced death, the availability of which is now widely defended with convincing arguments against Bultmann, is indispensable for the work of systematic theology. 147 Yet it must be recognized that there exist neither equally compelling arguments nor comparable exegetical consensus with regard to Jesus' own verbal evaluation or interpretation of his death. While it would be helpful if additional research were devoted to the possibility of tracing back to the historical Jesus interpretations of his death other than that often termed
